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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

The drawings are objected to because: 

Fig. 2A, item 74, "catalog administrator" is not described in the specifications. 
Fig. 2A lacks a connection between item 76 and item 66, as described on page 
7, lines 26-29: 

The reconciliation application 76 checks the changes to the product grouping 66 (or uses some 
other signal indicative of a change to the product line) against the data in the individual custom 
store data 64 and 65. 

Fig. 3 lacks item 101, which is mentioned ion page 9, lines 1-4: 

This causes the database in the server system 101 to be changed. The administration URL is provided to 
the external administrator in step 102. In step 104, the external administrator uses the URL to go to an 
administration page created by the server system 101. 

Fig. 3 lacks item 116, which is mentioned ion page 9, line 18-20: 

A notification E-mail sent to the administrator in step 116 and the administrator can modify the 
selections and virtual bundles to remove obsolete products from the custom store. 

Fig. 3 contains item 102, which has been used to designate both a "server 
system" and "administration URL provided to external administrator". 

Fig. 3 contains items 100 and 110. It is not clear what actions are envisioned for 
items 100 and 110: 

• Item 100, contains the text "Internal Operator sets up new custom store with 
instantiation application." The text should be changed to match Page 8, line 
28-page 9, line 2: 

Fig. 3 is a diagram that illustrates the operation of one embodiment of the present invention. In 
block 100, the vendor sets up a new custom store using the instantiation application. This 
causes the database in the server system 101 to be changed. 
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• Item 1 10, contains the text "Administrator modifies selection and virtual store 
bundles to remove obsolete products form custom store." Page 9, lines 10- 
13, describes the following: 

The user can select and go to the custom store page in step 110. The use of the secure page 
run by the external organization is described in detail below with respect to Fig. 4. This step 
adds security to the operation of the present invention. In step 1 10, the correct custom web 
page is created. 

Fig. 4 contains item 128, which is not described in the specifications. 

A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in reply to the 
Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The objection to the drawings 
will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

The specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to determine the 
presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is requested in correcting 
any errors of which applicant may become aware in the specification. 

For example, the disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Page 7, line 24 refers to a "custom store data" for Fig. 2A. There is no "custom 
store data" in Fig. 2A, although item 64 refers to a "custom store administrator data" and 
item 65 refers to a "custom store data." Fig. 1 contains item 48, page 6, line 21 , but it is 
not clear whether item 48 is also seen as part of Fig. 2A and 2B. 

Page 9, lines 1-4, server system 101, is not found in any of the figures. 

Page 10, line 27-page 1 1 , line 2, "store type ID" which is not found in Fig. 5. 
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Page 1 1 , line 4 states, "Block 22 includes the "Can Be Configured" field ..." This 
appears to be a word processing error. Examiner believes the text should read: "Block 
132 includes the "Can Be Reconfigured" field..." to match Fig. 5. 

Page 12, lines 26-29 refer to a copending related application. The text should be 
amended to include application number "09/566718" and attorney docket information 
"P2513/561." 

Applicant is encouraged to review their disclosures for similar errors. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Double Patenting 

Claims 1 , 26, 41 , 56 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-47 
of copending Application No. 09/544718, filed 04/06/2000, entitled "Virtual Bundles". 
Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from 
each other because both applications include claims to selling virtual bundles of 
products at customized web sites. 

Claims 1, 26, 41, 56 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-44 
of copending Application No. 09/607913, filed 06/30/2000, entitled "Stored Order 
System For Electronic Commerce". Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other because both applications include 
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claims to placing orders over the Internet and storing the orders at a centralized 
database. 

Claims 1 , 26, 41 , 56 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-45 
of copending Application No. 09/945208, filed 08/31/2001, entitled "Electronic Single 
Action Software Distribution". Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are 
not patentably distinct from each other because both applications have claims 
addressed to ordering bundled products over an e-commerce network. 

These are provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 10 refers to a configuration date. This appears to be a word processing 
error, since here is no mention of "date" in the specifications, and other claims refer to 
"configuration data." For purposes of this examination, Examiner will interpret claim 10 
to refer to "configuration data." 

Claim 11 reads, "The system of Claim 12, wherein Claim 12 reads, "The 
system of Claim 11, wherein ..." The text in claim 11 appears to be a typing error. For 
purposes of this examination Examiner will interpret claim 11 as depending on claim 1. 
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Claim 27 reads, "The computer-readable medium of claim 26, wherein the 
program further includes the setting up of multiple customs to a web page for different 
groups." It is not clear what applicants are claiming. 

Claims 16, 36, 51 and 66 contain limitations to the term "referrer URL." The 
specification contains the terms "referer" (3 times) and "referrer" (4 times). "Referrer 
URL" appears only on page 10, line 27. 

Claim 51, drawn to a system, is an improper dependent claim since related 
claims 41-55 are directed to a method, and the word system does not appear in the 
claim 50 or claim 41. 

While applicant may be his or her own lexicographer, a term in a claim may not 
be given a meaning repugnant to the usual meaning of that term. See In re Hill, 161 
F.2d 367, 73 USPQ 482 (CCPA 1947). Applicants' use the term "system" may lead to 
confusion: The term "system" in claim 30 appears to mean a "virtual bundle" that 
includes devices for a computer configuration. The term "system" in claims 34, 71 and 
72 appears to mean a server site and its related software as one would find in client/ 
server architecture. The term "system" in claim 51, a method claim, appears to refer to 
server-side code that checks a URL. Additional confusion may be created in that claims 
1-25 are "system" claims, while claims 26-40 are drawn to computer-readable medium, 
claims 41-55 are method claims, and claims 56-72 are directed to an apparatus. 

The term "obsolete" in claims 23, 24, 39, 54, 55, 69 and 70 is a relative term 
which renders the claim indefinite. The term "obsolete" is not defined by the claim, the 
specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one 
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of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the 
invention. There is no mention of who determines that a part or product is obsolete. 
Further, since parts and products in computers can be upgraded and exchanged, it is 
not clear what makes a part or product obsolete. For purposes of this examination, the 
term obsolete will be interpreted to refer to compatibility, as defined below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-72 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Blinn (US Patent 6,058,373) in view of Henson (US Patent 6,167,383). 

Blinn discloses the limitations of applicants' claims, and permits merchants, 
groups and organizations to create customized virtual stores on the Internet from 
models and templates stored in a server's databases. The customized web pages 
provide a virtual store with its own unique look and feel, as determined by the 
merchant's administrator. 

Administrators may access and update store fronts from their computers, using 
the HTTP protocol, which transmits URL information from clients to a centralized server 
(see at least Col. 6, line 20-Col. 7, Iine50). Administrators use server software and 
merchant data to instantiate web pages without vendor input. Configuration data 
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permits administrators to define properties and relationships for products and how the 
products are displayed on a custom store's pages. 

Product properties may include entries for each item, including quantity, color, 
size and models, item discount, item price, etc. (see at least Col. 2, lines 19-28). Blinn 
discloses the use of "product families", that is, products that may be bundled together 
for marketing purposes, creating what applicants refer to as virtual bundles. 

Blinn discloses that security and access to various environments (production, 
development and post-development environments) may be determined via a portion of 
the URL. See at least Col. 14, line 55 - Col. 15, line 54. 

Blinn does not specifically disclose that groups that use his invention may include 
colleges and universities. Henson allows customized web stores to identify what he 
refers to as "customer sets", according to what link a customer executed to get to the 
online store. A store's configuration data may be used to determine what part of an 
online store a customer gets to see. Customer sets, according to Henson, may include 
individual customers, businesses, organizations, federal government, etc. See at least 
Col. 14, lines 19-61. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to include colleges and universities among the groups 
that create customized web stores. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made would have been motivated to include colleges and universities 
among the groups that may create customized web stores for the obvious reason that, 
like government groups, educational organizations may wish to standardize hardware 
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and software that is used by their students. This tendency is very obvious when one 
registers for a course. For example, students in a calculus course would normally be 
asked to purchase a specific textbook. While it may be possible to attend classes and 
learn with another textbook, or a different edition of the same textbook, both students 
and teachers would suffer from the lack of standardization. 

Neither Blinn norHenson use the word "obsolete" to describe aspects of his 
inventory. Henson discloses a validation warning module, which provides customers 
with warnings concerning product compatibility and upgrade issues. Henson also 
describes dynamically setting flags that identify critical properties of particular products, 
such as when a product requires a long lead-time. See at least Col. 8, line 7-Col. 9, 
line 8. Compatibility refers to the degree to which a computer, an attached device, a 
data file or a program can work with or understand the same commands, formats or 
language as another. 1 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to include software that checks and identifies products 
that are obsolete. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
would have been motivated to include software that checks and identifies products that 
are obsolete for the obvious reason that by selling incompatible or obsolete products, a 
merchant loses customers and tarnishes its reputation. 

Conclusion 



1 Definition of Compatibility, MICROSOFT PRESS Computer Dictionary. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James Zurita whose telephone number is 703-605- 
4966. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am to 5:00 pm, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wynn Coggins can be reached on 703-308-1344. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-305-7687 
for regular communications and 703-305-7687 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308- 
1113. 

James Zurita 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 3625 

April 25, 2003 * 




